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ABSTRACT
Factors Influencing the Use of Small
Electrical Kitchen Appliances
by
Kathi Marie Braegger, Master of Science
Utah State University, 1977
Major Professor: Jane Lott
Department: Home Economics and Consumer Education
Comparisons were made to determine which appliances owned by
homemakers were used often and which appliances were used seldom or
never and to relate areas of satisfaction and dissatisfaction to the
amount of appliance use.

The sample consisted of 123 homemakers from

Cache and Weber counties in Utah.
Five hypotheses were tested.

The amount of appliance use was

significantly related to method of a cquisition, performance, design
and knowledge factors.

The amount of appliance use was not signifi-

cantly related to storage factors.

(78 pages)

INTRODUCTION
Efficiency in the administration of the household has been an
important aspect of the field of home management throughout the
twentieth century.

William McKee (1955) pointed out that efficiency

was one of the most important values in home management and had been
so historically.

Early in the 1900's efficiency was defined as (1)

the saving of unnecessary labor and (2) the coincidental increase of
effective work (Ravenhill circa. 1915).
Interest in household efficiency has varied throughout the
twentieth century.

It was particularly high during World War I, but

after the war this interest faded until World War II when labor and
resource shortages again became severe.

During and after World War II

efficiency became increasingly important in industry, on farms, and in
homes.

Efficiency was then defined as accomplishing more work with a

given amount of time and energy, or reducing the amount of either
or both, to accomplish a given amount of work (Gross and Crandall
1963).
Efficiency in accomplishing household tasks can be achi.eved in
many different ways, one of which is through the addition of time
and/or labor-saving equipment (Atwater 1914, Balderston 1936).

Small

kitchen appliances, which are often designed and sold as labor and
time savers, have been available to homemakers since 1900.

However,

there were very few homes in 1900 that could afford electricity,
consequently most households owned only manual, labor-saving devices

such as a fireless cooker and a bread and cake mixer (Widtsoe

1912).

By 1936 many small electrical, labor-saving appliances had been
developed and were commonly used in homes.

Some of the basic sppli-

ances at that time were electric mixers, casseroles, percolators,
toasters, and waffle irons.

Electric chafing dishes, egg cookers,

deep well cookers and roasters were also available (Balderston

1936) .

The number of small appliances available to consumers has constantly increased with time.

The market has become saturated with

many different produc ts, each available in diverse styles, types,
and designs .

Manufacturer shipments of small kitchen appliances

in the United States increas ed from 60,550,000 units in 1973 to
64,550,000 (est.) in 1975 (Merchandising Week

1975).

In 1973 Sunbeam

Corporation stated that 70% of their appliances did not exist 20 years
ago, 50% did not exist 10 years ago and 25% of their appliances had
been developed in the last 5 years (Business Ueek

1973).

Although the manufacturers of small appliances have often advertised their products by emphasizing their time and labor-saving
potential, owning appliances does not necessarily result in increased
efficiency.
makers.

All appliances are not used to the same degree by home-

Some are used often and some seldom or perhaps never.

Some

of the appliances a homemaker owns may not be fulfilling a need,
consequently they may become a possession, not a working tool.
Doblin, a successful appliance designer states:
There are too many separate appliances in the home.
What it leads to is chaos, product pollution. This throws a
burden on the house«ife I think is i ntolerable. She really
doesn't know how to s tore them, use them, repair them . . .

Jay
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Many of them are parasitic, requiring as much work to get out,
put together, use and clean up as the hand methods they replace.
(Fortune 1972, p. 274)
Do households today have appliances which are "working tools"
for them and appliances which are simply possessions?

Do they own

appliances with which they are dissatisfied and therefore the appliances are seldom or never used?

What are some of the reasons for the

amount of use some small kitchen appliances receive?
There are many possible factors which might influence how often
appliances are used.

Small electrical kitchen appliances are usually

acquired either as a household purchase or as a gift.

Does the method

of acquisition have an effect on how often an appliance is used?

Once

an appliance is in the home it is necessary to store it somewhere.

If

storage space or location of electrical outlets is inadequate or inconvenient could this cause an appliance to be used less often?
Each appliance has specific design features built into it which
determine how easy the appliance is to clean, to assemble and to take
apart.

What effect does satisfaction with the appliance design have

on the amount of use it receives?

Does satisfaction with the way

an appliance performs influence how often it is used?

How often an

appliance is used might be related to the amount of information the
homemaker has about the operation of each appliance.
ance instructions adequate?

Are the appli-

Does the homemaker know how to use the

appliance?
Perhaps a homemaker feels an appliance is simply too much bother.
What does this mean and what effect does it have on the amount of use
an appliance receives?

The Problem
The use of small electrical kitchen appliances in today's technical world has given homemakers a potential for efficiency that was not
imaginable several generations ago.

However, it is possible some of

this potential is not being realized because homemakers are not fully
utilizing the appliances they own.
With the present concern about the world's limited resources,
seldom or never used appliances are a waste of resources, both those
used to manufacture them and those used in their purchase.

In order

to justify the use of these resources each appliance should be used
as often and as efficiently as possible.
Are there some basic reasons why appliances are seldom or never
used?

Could additional or more complete use of these appliances be

emphasized through consumer education or a redesigning of the product?
How can the homemaker more fully maximize the use of all the resources
available to her, both human and material?
The Purpose and ObJectives
It is the purpo.se of this study to determine which appliances
owned by homemakers are used often and which appliances are seldom
or never used and to relate areas of satisfaction or dissatisfaction
to the amount of appliance use.
Objectives:
1.

To determine which appliances are commonly owned.

2.

To determine the total and average number of appliances

owned by the homemakers.
3.

To determine which appliances are being used frequently

and which are seldom or never used.
4.

To determine some factors which influence the amount of

use appliances receive.
Hypotheses
1.

Appliances purchased by the homemaker will be used more often

than those received as a gift.
2.

Appliances which have adequate and convenient storage will

be used more often than those with inadequate and inconvenient storage.
3.

Appliances that perform well will be used more often than

those which perform poorly.
4.

Appliances with s atisfactory design features will be used

more often than those with unsatisfaa tory design features.
5.

Appliances about which the homemaker has adequate knowledge

will be used more often than tho s e about which the homemaker knows
little.
For the purpose of this study the following operational definitions will be used:
Small electrical kitchen appliances:

Portable, kitchen equipment

powered by electricity and used in preparation and/or cooking of food.
Appliance performance:

The actual observable task the equipment

performs in the food preparation process.

Appliance design:

The features built into food preparation

equipment for convenience, appeal, operation, control and handling.
Acquisition:
home.

The method by which the appliances came into the

This can be one of two ways; as a gift, (given to the owner

by another person) or purchased (the owner bought the appliance).
Appliance used frequently:

On occasions when an appliance could

be used, it is used more than half of those occasions .
Appliance used seldom or never:

On occasions when an appliance

could be used, it is used less than half of those occasions.
Adequate and convenient storage:

Sufficient space in an acces-

sible area to store and use small electrical kitchen appliances.
Appliances that perform well:

Appliances that efficiently carry

out the task they are expected to do.
Satisfactory design features:

Qualities built into the appli-

ance for the comfort and convenience of the user which make the
appliance safe, easy to handle, and easy to assemble and disassemble .
Adequate knowledge:

When the homemaker possesses enough informa-

tion to utilize the appliance satisfactorily.

REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Background
Household efficiency
Throughout the twentieth century households have been concerned
with efficiency; the ability to produce a desired result with a
minimum of effort.

This interest was significant in the early 1900's

(Ravenhill circa 1915).

Since then it has fluctuated with the

scarcity or abundance of resources.

Interest in household efficiency

was high during both World War I and World War II because of limited
resources.

After World War II the concern about efficiency continued

to increase (Gross and Crandall 1963).
Cowan (1976) surveyed the advertisements that appeared in the
Ladies Home Journal.

From the survey it appeared that drastic changes

had occurred in patterns of household work during the decade between
the end of World War I and the beginning of the depression.

There

had been a significant change in the labor force of the household
as paid and unpaid servants began to disappear and the entire work
load fell on the housewife.

By 1930 about 80% of rural nonfarm and

urban dwellings had added electricity.

These changes help explain

the increasing popularity of small electrical appliances in households.

The appearance of these appliances increased quickly there-

after and was responsible for many changes in the housewife's routine.
Cowan suggests that although mechanization of the household meant
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the time spent on some jobs decreased, some new jobs were substituted
and in some cases the time spent for old jobs increased because of
changing attitudes toward housework.

Housework was no longer a trial

or chore but an expression of love.

Today the function of the kitchen

appears to be gradually undergoing another change as more and more
food preparation is done before food reaches the kitchen and some
household tasks are being eliminated totally (Cowan 1976).
Equipping households for efficiency
In the contemporary American home, household equipm.,nt is used
primarily to do the routine work of the household, mechanizing some
of the functions performed manually in the past.

In the early 1900's

few homes could afford electricity, consequently most households
owned only manual, labor-saving devices such as a fireless cooker and
a bread and cake mixer (Widstoe

1912).

By 1936 many small electri-

cal appliances had been developed and were commonly used in homes.
Some of these appliances were electric mixers, casseroles, percolators,
toasters, and waffle irons.

Electric chafing dishes, egg cookers,

deep well cookers, and roasters were also available (Balderston 1936) .
Efficiency is listed as one motivation for the purchase of some
equipment (Johnston

1965).

Small appliances have frequently been

purchased because of their labor-saving features (What's New in Home
Economics

1959).

Uris (1976) states that the repetitiveness of

housework makes the use of time-saving equipment an important factor
in working efficiently.

Gaston (1966) found that ease of use and

economy were the most s i gnificant factors related to the acceptability

of portable appliances.

One major reason small electrical kitchen

appliances are found in households is their time and/or labor-saving
features and their potential for increased efficiency,
Small appliances currently
Appliance manufacture and sale.

The number of available small

electrical kitchen appliances has been increasing since the beginning
of the twentieth century.

Today there are many kinds of appliances

each available in a variety of styles, types, and designs.

A lD-year

s t a tistical report in Merchandising Week reports the following increases from 1965 through 1974 in domestic brands of small electrical
kitchen appliances shipped in the United States.

In 1965 there were

44,875,000 small appliance units shi.pped compared with 54,901,000
in 1974, an increase of 10,026,000 units.

The retail value of these

appliances in 1965 was $720,238,000 compared with $1,221,649,000 in
1974, an increas e of $501 , 411,000 .

The percentage breakdown for the

total small appliances shipped in 1974 is shown in the following
table (Table 1).
Appliance ownership.

The number of kitchen appliances needed

in the household depends on many factors, such as the amount of
cooking done and the size of the family.

There are certain items

which are regarded by most homemakers as necessary and others which
make work easier but are not really vital.

Too lll)lch equipment can

be as bad as too little (Woman's Home Companion 1948) .
In a study conduc ted in 1950 in Maryville, Tennessee, it was
found that in the 60 households sampled 73% owned toasters, 63%
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TABLE 1.--Small electrical kitchen appliances shipped in 1974
% of
Total

Appliance
Irons
Coffeemakers
Toasters
Slow cookers
Can openers
Food mixers
Blenders
Fry pans
SOURCE:

16.0%
15.4
11.7
9.3
8.9
8.1
7.0
5.8

% of
Total

Appliance

4.9%
4.0
3.4
1.6
1.7
1.2
1.0

Cornpoppers
Broilers
Electric knives
Hot plates
Waffle grills
Griddles
Electric fondues

Merchandising Week, 1975 , p. 82.

owne d coffeemakers, 63% owned waf f le irons, 45% owned electric mixers,
7% owned combination waffle irons-grills and 3% owned roasters (Yates
1950),

The total or average number of all small electrical kitchen

appliance s for the 60 households was not reported .
In 1960 Frey found 100 urban homemakers in Philadelphia owned
a total of 427 small appliances, an average of 4.3 appliances per
household.

There were some common combinations of appl iances owned

by the homemakers.

The combinations that occurred most frequently

were:

Toaster, mixer,
Toaster, mixer,

1
1

coffeemaker, fryer,
waffler

2

waffler

3

3

16

2
3
1
Toaste r, mixer, fryer, waffler

11

15 other combinations each owned by 7 or less

56

Total number of homemakers owning
1

17

Standard and/or portable mixer.

100

2
neep fat fryer and/or fry pan.

3
waffle iron and/or combination waffle iron-sandwich grill.

ll

Hallaway (1969) found that the 199 Columbus, Ohio, families she
sampled possessed a total of 854 small appliances, an average of
4.3 per household.

In Hallaway's study 93% of the households owned

toasters, 69% owned frypans, 68% owned coffeemakers, 46% owned wafflebakers, and 37% owned deep fat fryers.
As recently as 1975 Burkhalter found that 174 households in
Pickens County, Alabama, owned 987 small appliances; 5.7 per household.
Use of appliances
Although small electrical kitchen appliances seem to have some
time and/or labor-saving potential, owning appliances does not necessarily result in increased efficiency.

All appliances are not used

to the same degree; some are used often and some seldom or perhaps

never.

Several researchers have conducted studies which suggest

possible factor s which i nfluence the amount of use appliances receive.
Frey (1960), in a study of 100 urban homemakers, found that
there were three levels of usefulness indicated for small appliances:
(1) highly useful--toaster, (2) moderately useful--coffeemaker,
frypan, broiler, (3) low in usefulness--waffle baker and combination
waffle baker, deep fat fryer, roaster, and griddle.
Frey concluded there were several factors which could be indicators of appliance usefulness.

An appliance was considered useful

if it served multiple purposes, was used frequently, had only satisfactions expressed about it, would be replaced if beyond repair and
was selected for a hypothetical inventory.
Johnston (1965) suggested that those who purchase kitchen appliances are not only motiv ated by efficiency but also by prestige,
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emulation and newness.

Homemakers may be motivated to buy appliances

with a number of special features but may not be motivated to learn
how to use them.

Johnston suggests that appliances may serve both

physical and symbolic functions although the first is usually emphasized.

The motivation for buying some items is that the equipment

is a "conversation piece" rather than a time or work saver.
In a study conducted in 1969 it was discovered that in some
households simply owning the appliance seemed to be more important
than the

fu~ction

it performed (Hallaway

1969).

This suggests that

some people might have appliances in their home for the status they
represent rather than the functions they were designed to perform.
Schvaneveldt (1968) also supports this.

He suggests when goods or

products are observable to other people, the owner feels the satisfaction of receiving his or her "money's worth."
Factors Influencing Amount of Appliance Use
Acquisition
In a study conducted in Auburn, Alabama, in 1958, 56% of the
small appliances owned by the 105 couples sampled had been received
as gifts and 44% had been purchased by the owners.

Of the total

appliances received as gifts, 63% were used often and 28% were used
seldom or never.

Of the total purchased appliances, 71% were used

often and 13% were used seldom or never .

These figures indicate

that more appliances were received as gifts than were purchased but
the appliances that were purchased were likely to be used more often
than those received as gifts (Graves and Albrecht 1958).
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Guthrie (1959) conducted a study of 44 employed and 44 nonemployed Ithaca homemakers and found both groups purchased the same
number of small appliances but the non-employed had received more as
gifts.

Of 441 total appliances owned by the homemakers 52% were

purchased and 46% had been received as gifts.

The following percent-

ages were found for the use of these appliances related to the method
of acquisition:
Purchases

Gifts

40% daily

28% daily

32% 1-6 times/week

30% 1-6 times/week

13% 1-3 times/month

22% 1-3 times/month

13% seldom or never

20% seldom or never

Anderson (1960) conducted a study to ascertain the use of small
electrical appliances that supplemented the range.

In the 99 households

surveyed 69% of these small appliances had been acquired as gifts.
Hallaway (1969) found that 199 families in Columbia, Ohio, owned
a total of 854 small appliances and 51.4% of them had been received as
gifts.

In this study 35 families reported purchasing 100% of their

appliances and 40 families reported having acquired 100% of their
small appliances as gifts.

It was found that more than 50% of the

appliances owned were used one or more times during a week.
Burkhalter (1975) found that in 174 households in Pickens County,
Alabama, little dissatisfaction existed for appliances received as
gifts.

In this case 69% of the purchased appliances were used once

per week compared to 68% of the gift appliances.
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In three out of four of the studies reviewed, more appliances had
been received as gifts than had been purchased.

Where the amount of

use had been determined in relation to method of acquisition purchased
appliances were used more frequently than the gift appliances.
Storage
Part of the efficient use of small appliances is based on convenient storage.

Dawson (1960) found that the accessibility of storage

space directly influenced the use of small appliances .
of storage for today's small appliances is a problem.

The provision
Many people

collect more than they can reasonably use or store (Oppenheim 197 2) .
The basic principles of storage apply to small appliances.
These principles are:
first use.

(1) Store frequently used items at place of

This eliminates searching and saves time.

so they are easy to see, reach, grasp, and replace.

(2) Place items
Visibility

and accessibility are the key factors of organization.
the worker's limits of reach.

(3) Determine

Normal reach is suitable for heavy

items and most frequently used items.
It has been suggested that parts of equipment should be stored
together when they need to be assembeld before use (Steidl and
Bratton

1968).

When appliances are stored outside of the general

work area or someplace other than the kitchen they tend to be forgotten and are not used as frequently as they might be if they were
stored in a more accessible place.
Burkhalter (1975) found preplanning for storage was reported for
170 of 243 appliances owned by 174 households in Pickens County,
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Alabama.

Most of these appliances were stored on the counter.

Another consideration connected with storage of appliances,
especially those appliances stored on the counter, is the number of
electrical outlets and circuits available,

Small appliances are be-

coming more popular and households may not be equipped to handle the
electrical load.

A total of 12 or more branch circuits (separate

electrical circuits) is sometimes suggested for wiring.

Small appli-

ance circuits supply convenience outlets for small electrical appliances.

Two 115-volt, 20 ampere circuits will carry a total of 4600

watts.

Each circuit will serve for simultaneous use of two high wat-

tage small appliances such as a 1000 watt coffeemaker and a 1200 watt
electric frying pan.
blow a fuse.

A third appliance in either circuit will usually

It is suggested that for every two appliances there

be one outlet (Ehrenkranz and Inman 1958) .
Adequate wiring includes enough circuits of the correct size
wire for present and future use, enough switches conveniently located
to control the circuits, and enough convenience outlets to eliminate
multiple "octopus" connections (Peet et al. 1970) .
No studies relating adequate electrical outlets to the amount
of appliance use were found.

This is one area that needs to be

investigated.
Performance
Several guidelines have been suggested to aid the consumer when
purchasing portable appliances.

Following the guidelines might help

insure a choice of appliances which would perform to meet the needs
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of the household.

The guidelines include:

(1) does it meet a need,

(2) is the need practical or social, (3) does it perform a function
that present appliances do not, {4) will it do some job better,
(5) does it duplicate equipment already owned, (6) will it make
entertaining or cooking more fun, {7) how often will it be used,
(8) can it perform more than one function, (9) is there adequate
storage, (10) what about servicing and replacement parts, (11) how is
it constructed for cleaning and wear?

(Ludwig 1971)

Ehrenkranz (1965) agrees with the basic guidelines but also lists
several cautions including:

(1) will it add excessive heat or noise,

(2) could the money it cost be used better elsewhere, (3) will it
occupy valuable space, and (4) will it complicate your way of doing
things?
In a study on consumer complaints about appliance dissatisfaction, more than 89% of reported dissatisfactions were related to
performance and affected usability.

Less than 6% were concerned with

service life (Mason and Himes 1973).
Design
Some types of equipment must be moved, assembled, cleared or
stored in the process of use.

There are three steps to every task:

the get ready, the job itself, and the clean-up or put away.

An

appliance is usually chosen because of the job it will do but the
get ready and the clean-up steps should also be considered (Johnston
1965).

The design features of an appliance play a large part in all

three steps of the task.
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It has been suggested that homemakers have four basic demands of
appliance design:

(1) pleasing in appearance, (2) easy to clean,

(3) easy to use, and (4) relatively maintenance free (Easley 1969).
Today , self-clean, non-stick finishes and removable parts are design
features that are available on many appliances.

Electronic and solid

state features are available for ease in control.
Equipment has sometimes been designed without much regard for the
comfort and convenience of the user.

There is a growing tendency,

however, to make effective use rather than appearance the major concern of the equipment designer (Executive Housekeeping

1976).

Sun-

beam Corporation attributes part of its success in small appliances
to the redesigning of their products to fit the way consumers are
using them (Business Week 1973).

Households of the twentieth century have changed with regard to
both the household tasks involved and the equipment used in the
operation of the home.

Efficiency, or obtaining a desired result

with a minimum of effort, has become important.

Efficiency is achieved

to a certain extent by the mechanization of some duties which were
performed manually in the past.

Small electrical kitchen appliances

are part of this mechanization,
The literature reviewed indicated that many small electrical
kitchen appliances are found in households today and the number has
been increasing over time,

It has also been found that all small

appliances are not used to the same degree.

Certain appliances seem
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to consistently be used more than others.

Studies have shown that

storage factors and the way in which the appliance was acquired are
factors which influence the amount of appliance use.

Could appliance

design, appliance performance and the information the user has about
the appliance also influence the amount of use it receives?
There is a concern today about limited resources.

There are

both material and human resources involved in the purchase and use of
small electrical kitchen appliances.

The benefits received from the

appliances should justify the resources involved.

Are appliances

being used often enough to justify being in the home?

Knowing more

about factors which influence the use of small electrical kitchen
appliances will be helpful in achieving household efficiency and
justifying the resources involved.

19

METHODS AND PROCEDURES

In order to investigate the hypotheses, primary data were collected
from homemakers in north-central Utah.

The sample consisted of 123

homemakers living in Cache and Weber counties.

Homemaker was defined

as the person responsible for the main homemaking responsibilities
cf a household.

The survey instrument was pretested three times.

The first

pretest was conducted at a me eting of a woman's church group in Bear
River City, Utah .

Thirty-five women participated.

An analysis of

the results indicated a simplified questionnaire was needed.
The second pretest was conduc t e d using 25 women employed at the
Internal Revenue Service in Ogden, Utah.

The results of this pretest

showed that sufficient data were being gathered and that the questionnai.re was clea r.

Changes, however, were made to facilitate computer

processing.
The third pretest was conducted with 25 individual homemakers in
Logan, Utah.
needed.

The results indicated that no further changes were
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Instrument
The data collection instrument was a five-page, self-administered
questionnaire.

It was designed to determine which appliances were

owned by homemakers and the amount of use these appliances received.
Information was also gathered to determine possible reasons for the
amount of appliance use (Appendix C).
Demographic information was collected to describe the sample.
Homemaker's age, education, occupation, husband's occupation, the
number of children living at home, and the family income level were
collected for this purpose,
The questionnaire listed 27 small electrical kitchen appliances.
The subjects were to i.ndicate those they had in their home and to add
any other small electrical kitchen appliances they owned which were
not on the list.
To complete the questionnaire the homemakers were to choose a
maximum of three appliances they used most frequently and three they
used seldom or never.

They were to indicate whether each appliance

was purchased or received as a gift.

The appliances were then rated

on a scale of 1 to 5 (5-- excellent, 4--very good, 3--average, 2--fair,
1--poor) in response to 12 statements which concerned storage, performance, and design factors and the amount of information homemakers
had concerning the use of the appliances.

The homemakers were to

respond if they felt any of their appliances were "too much bother"
and to explain why they felt that way .
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Method--Procedure
The questionnaire was presented by the researcher to 160 homemakers; 60 in Cache County, Utah, and 100 in Weber County, Utah,
during the spring and summer of 1976.

Fifty-five of the questionnaires

from Cache County and 68 of those from Weber County were usable.

The

other 37 questionnaires were eliminated because of incomplete information.
A convenience sample was used to determine if the proposed
relationships exist in the sample.

The results were not intended

to be used to generalize to a larger population and this was a
convenient size to contact in the time limitations of the study.
In Cache County the homemakers were contacted by several methods:
(1) individually, st home through addresses obtained from the Polk
City Directory and persons known to the res earche r previously,
(2) individuals contacted at a public laundromat, and (3) individuals
contacted in group meetings of the League of Women Voters and a
church Bible class,
following methods:

In Weber County the contacts were made by the
(1) individuals known to the researcher previously,

(2) individuals present at three different pressure cooker testing
clinics conducted by Utah State University Extension Service, and
(3) individual members of two women's church groups.
The researcher asked for the assistance of the individuals contacted and waited while the questionnaire was completed.

A recipe

sheet was given to those individuals who agreed to participate as an
expression of gratitude.
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Analysis
The total number and average number of appliances owned by the
homemakers were computed.

The five appliances listed most often as

frequently used and the five appliances listed most often as seldom
or never used were determined.

The homemakers rated the appliances

they listed as frequently used or seldom or never used.

A Likert-

type scale was used with ratings from one to five; one being poor,
reflecting a low level of satisfaction, and five being excellent,
reflecting a high level of satisfaction.

Twelve statements were used

to determine satisfaction ratings . for the appliances in four areas.
These four areas were storage, performance, design, and knowledge.
The statements used to assess storage were (1) Adequate and
convenient storage space, (2) Adequate and convenient electrical
outlets, and (3) Adequate and convenient counter space.

The statements

used to assess performance were (1) Performs its job well, (2) Can
be used on many occasions, and (3) Is in good working condition.

The

statements used to assess design were (1) Easy to put together, (2)
Easy to clean, (3) Has adequate safety features, and (4) Easy to handle.
The statements used to assess knowledge were (l) Has adequate instructions, and (2) I know how to use it well.
Average ratings were computed for each statement category and
comparisons were made in relation to amount of appliance use and
tested statistically.

The T test for the difference between means

was used to determine if there was a significant difference between
the average ratings for the frequently used appliances and the average

23

ratings for the seldom or never used appliances.

A chi square test

for independence was used to test the method of acquisition in relation to the amount of appliance use.
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
This study was designed to determine which small electrical
kitchen appliances are commonly owned, which are being used frequently
and which are seldom or never used, and which factors influence the
amount of use these appliances receive.
Description of Sample
Husband's occupation, number of children living at home, total
family income, and the homemaker's age, occupation and educational
level were collected for descriptive purposes.

The samples from

Cache and Weber counties were very similar in demographic makeup.
Age of homemaker
The homemakers' ages ranged from 21 to 77, with an average of 37
years.

Over a third of the sample was in the age range 20 to 29 years.

Table 2 summarizes the ages of the respondents.
Occupation of homemaker
Of the 123 homemakers sampled 60.2% listed housewife or homemaker
as their occupation.

Those with professional occupations represented

17.9% of the sample and those with skilled occupations represented
14.6%.

Students and retired homemakers were the smallest groups of

respondents.

(See Table 3.)
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TABLE 2.--Age of homemaker
Number of
Homemakers

Age
20 - 29
30 - 39
40 - 49

47
22
22

50 - 59

18
7
4

60 - 69
70 - 79
No response

3
Total

123

Percentage
38.2%
17.8
17.8
14.6

5.6
3.2

2.4
99.6%*

*Percentages are rounded off.

TABLE 3.--0ccupation of homemaker
Number of
Occupation

Homemakers

74
22

Housewife
Professional
Skilled
Student
Retired
No response

18
4
4

Percentage

60.2%
17.9
14.6
3.3

3.3
•8

l

Total

123

100.1%*

*Percentages are rounded off

Educational level of homemaker
'!"he homemakers in the sample indicated the level of education
they had attained.

Table 4 shows the four educational levels and the

number of homemakers in each.
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TABLE 4.--Educational level of homemaker
Highest Level
of Education

Number of
Homemakers

Primary (1-6 yrs.)
Secondary (7-12 yrs.)
College (1-4 yrs.)
Advanced (4 or more yrs.)

Percentage

39
70
14

0.0%
31.7
56.9
11.4

123

100.0%

0

Total

Occupation of husband
Married homemakers indicated their husbands' occupations.
Approximately 40.0% were in skilled occupations and 32.5% had professional occupations.

(See Table 5.)

TABLE 5 . --0ccupation of husband
Occupation
Skilled
Professional
Student
Retired
Deceased
Self-employed
No response
Total

Husbands

Percentage

50
40
11
8
6
2
6

40.7%
32.5
8.9
6.5
4.9
1.6
4.9

123

100.0%
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Number of children living at home
The number of children living at home ranged from zero to seven.
About one-third of the subjects indicated there were no children
currently living at home.

(See Table 6 . )

TABLE 6.--Number of children living at home
Number of
Children

Number of
Households

0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

42
23
17
18
8
7
5

34.1%
18.7
13.8
14.6
6.5
5.7
4.1

3

2.4

123

Total

Percentage

99.9%*

*Percentages are rounded off.

Income of the household
Approximately one-third of the households had incomes in the
$10,000 to $14,000 range.

The number of households with an income

above $20,000 or below $5,000 was relatively small.

(See Table 7.)

When the Effective Buying Income levels (Sales Management 1976)
for the total population of Cache and Weber counties are compared with
t he income levels of the sample population, the sample appears to be
rep resentative for the middle and upper middle income levels ($10,000
to $24,999).

However, the upper income levels (above $25,000) received

a small representation in the sample.
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TABLE 7.--Income of the household
Income

Households

Percentage

15
24
38
20
13
4
1
8

12.2%
19.5
30.9
16.3
10.6
3.3
0.8
6.5

less than $5,000
$ 5,000 - 9,999
$10,000 - 14,999
$15,000 - 19,999
$20,000 - 24,999
$25,000 - 29,999
$30,000 or above
No response
Total

123

100.1%*

*Percentages are rounded off.

Appliance Ownership
Homemakers in the sample were asked to indicate the small electrical kitchen appliances they owned.
listed on the questionnaire.

Twenty-seven appliances were

Table 8 shows the number of homemakers

who owned each appliance.
The respondents listed any small electrical kitchen appliances
they owned which were not on the list.

The appliances listed are

summarized in Table 9.
The total number of small electrical kitchen appliances owned
by the 123 homemakers was 1,320.
per homemaker.

This is an average of 10.7 appliances

The number of appliances owned ranged from 5 to 19.

(See Table 10.)
The average number of appliances owned in this study was higher
than the average number reported in earlier studies.

Frey (1960)

found an average of 4.3 appliances in 100 urban households surveyed
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TABLE B.--Number of small electrical kitchen appliances owned

Appliance
Toaster
Blender
Electric Frying Pan
Electric Hand Mixer
Electric Can Opener
Electric Corn Popper
Electric Slow Cooker
Electric Knife
Waffle Iron with Grill
Standard Large Mixer
Waffle Iron
Deep Fat Fryer
Electric Ice Cream Freezer
Toaster Oven
Electric Coffeemaker
Electric Warming Tray
Electric Wheat Grinder
Electric Fondue Pot
Electric Bun Warmer
Electric Egg Cooker
Electric Bread Mixer
Multi-appliance Center
Portable Broiler
Electric Hamburger Cooker
Electric Hot Dog Cooker
Electric Casserole
Electric Roaster

Number
Owned
116
115
110
108
96
85
76
64
58
55
55
51
46
37
32
28
25
21
19

% of Households

Owning
94.3%
93.5
89.4
87.8
78.0
69.1

61.8
52.0
47.2
44.7
44.7
41.5
37.4
30.1
26.0
22.8
20.3
17.1
15.4

18

14.6

17
15
14
14
12
4
4

13.8
12.2
11.4
11.4
9.8
3.3
3.3
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TABLE 9.--Number of homemakers listing appliances not shown on
questionnaire
Appliance

Number of Homemakers

Grill or griddle
Bag sealer
Food Dehydrator
Electric Juicer
Bacon Cooker
Yogurt Maker
Cooking Plate
Electric Salad Maker
Electric Ice Crusher
Electric Rotisserie
Electric Rice Cooker
Electric Bean Pot
Electric Grinder and Slicer

10
3

2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

TABLE 10.--Appliances owned per homemaker
Number of
Appliances Owned
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13

14
15
16

17
19
No response
Total

Number of
Households

Percentage of
Households

2
8
13
12
13
15
10
11
11
12
4

1.6%
6.5
10.5
9.8
10.6
12.2
8.1
8.9
8.9
9.8
3.3

5

4.1

4
2
1

3.3
1.6

123

.8

100.0%

n
in Philadelphia.

Hallaway (1969) also found an average of 4.3 appli-

ances owned by the 199 families studied in Columbia, Ohio.

The 174

households in Pickens County, Alabama, who participated in Burkhalter's
(1975) study owned an average of 5.7 small appliances per household.
The respondents in the current research owned approximately
twice as many small kitchen appliances as those reported in earlier
research.

New appliances are continually being introduced, which

makes it possible for the average number of appliances owned to
increase also.

However, it is unlikely that this is the only explan-

ation for the difference in the average number of appliances found
in this study and others.
It is possible that the list of appliances used in this study was
more inclusive than the lists used in other studies.

There was no

way of determining the exact size of the lists used in previous
research or the exact appliances which were surveyed.
Amount of Appliance Use
The respondents indicated the three appliances they used most
frequently and the three they used seldom or never .

Table 11 sum-

marizes the appliances listed in each category.
The five appliances listed most often in each category were
determined.

The toaster, electric hand mixer, electric frying pan,

blender, and ele ct ric can opener were the five appliances listed most
often as frequently used.

The electric corn popper, electric knife,

deep fat fryer, electric slow cooker, and blender were the five
appliances listed most often as seldom or never used.

The blender
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TABLE !!.--Appliances listed according to amount of use

Appliance
Blender
Multi-appliance Center
Electric Can Opener

Times Listed as
Frequently Used

Times Listed as
Seldom or Never Used

44*
2

23"*
1

41*

15

Toaster

77*

Toaster Oven
Broiler
Electric Hand Mixer
Standard Large Mixer
Electric Hot Dog Cooker
Electric Bun Warmer
Electric Coffeemaker
Electric Corn Popper
Electric Fondue Pot
Electric Egg Cooker
Electric Bread Mixer
Electric Wheat Grinder
Electric Ice Cream Freezer
Electric Frying Pan
Waffle Iron
Waffle Iron with Grill
Electric Slow Cooker
Deep Fat Fryer
Electric Casserole
Electric Roaster
Electric Knife
Electric Hamburger Cooker
Electric Warming tray
Appliances written in
No response

14
4
54*
14

6
9
1

1
0
9

4
0
0

8
1
2

47*
4
9

14
3
0
0

5
2
1
6

3

5

5
8
12
11
38""
14
5
0

5
18
19
15
17
24*"
27*"
2
2

29**
2

13
8
35

* Five appliances listed most often as frequently used.
** Five appliances listed most often as seldom or never used.
is the only appliance which appeared in both categories.
of appliances were used for comparison in the study.

These groups
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Reasons for Amount of Appliance Use
The focus of this study was to determine some reasons for the
amount of use appliances receive.

Five factors were considered:

(1) Method of Acquisition, (2) Storage, (3) Performance, (4) Design,
and (5) Homemaker's Knowledge about the appliance.

The five appli-

ances listed most often in the frequently used and seldom or never
used categories were analyzed in relation to these factors.
Hypothesis one
Hypothesis 1 stated that appliances purchased by the homemaker
will be used more often than those received as a gift.
The hypothesis could not be rejected .

Appliances which had

been purchased were used more frequently than those acquired as gifts.
The results were significant at the .01 level using a Chi Square test
. for independence.
For each appliance listed as frequently used or seldom or never
used the homemakers indicated whether the appliance had been received
as a gift or had been purchased .

Of the total 738 appliances listed

in the two categories 214, approximately 29%, had been purchased
compared to 432, or 59%, which had been received as gifts.
of acquisition was indicated for the remaining 12%.

No method

(See Table 12.)

These findings are similar to those of several other studies.
Graves and Albrecht (1958) found that 56% of the small appliances
owned by 105 couples in Auburn, Alabama, had been received as gifts
and 44% had been purchased .

Anderson (1960) found that in 99 house-

holds 69% of the small appliances had been acquired as gifts.
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TABLE 12.--Method of acquisition

Purchased
Gift
No response
Total

Number

Percent

214
432

....1.L

29%
59
..11__

738

100%

Hallaway (1969) found that 199 families in Columbia, Ohio, owned a
total of 854 small appliances and 51.4% of them had been received as
gifts.

These findings all indicate that the majority of small appli-

ances had been acquired as gifts.

Guthrie (1959), however, in a survey

of 88 Ithaca homemakers found that more small appliances had been
purchased than had been received as gifts.

Fifty-two percent of the

small appliances had been purchased and 46% were gifts.
Comparisons were made relating the method of acquisition to the
amount of appliance use.

This information is summarized in Table 13.

TABLE 13.--Method of acquisition compared to amount of appliance use
Amount
of Use

Purchased
%
No.

Frequently Used

138

37.4%

199

53.9%

32

76

20.6

233

63.1

60

Seldom or Never Used
Total

214

Gift
No.
%

432

No Res12onse
No.
%

92

8.7%
16.3

Total

--y99.8%
100.0
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Of the appliances that had been purchased, approximately twothirds were frequently used and one-third were seldom or never used.
More than half of the appliances received as gifts were seldom or
never used with less than half frequently used.

The largest group of

appliances was the seldom or never used gift appliances.

The seldom

or never used purchased appliances was the smallest group.
Hypotheses two, three, four and five
Twelve statements were designed to collect information about
storage, performance, design, and knowledge in t'elation to arilOunt of
appliance use.

The homemakers rated the appliances they had listed

in the frequently used and seldom or never used categories according
to the twelve statements, using a Likert-type scale.

The ratings

ranged from one to five; one being poor and five being excellent.
If the statement did not apply to the appliances the respondent was
to check not applicable (NA).
The statements were grouped into the four areas being investigated,

Three of the twelve statements concerned storage, three per-

formance, four design and two knowledge .
The average rating for each statement was computed and then an
average rating was computed for storage, performance, design, and
knowledge.

Comparisons were made between average rating in the four

categories, the method of acquisition, and the amount of use the
appliance received.

Tables 14 and 15 summarize the information for

the frequently used appliances, and Tables 16 and 17 for the seldom
or never used appliances.

36
TABLE 14.--Average rating for frequently used purchased appliances

Appliance

Storage
Statements
1-3

Performance
Statements
4-6

Blender
Can Opener
Toaster
Hand Mixer
Frying Pan

4.2
4.4
4.2
4.2
4.0

4.6
4.7
4.0
4.8
4.6

4.6
4.4
4.2
4.7
4.4

4.4
4.8
4.4
4.8
4.5

4.2

4.5

4.5

4.6

Average

Design
Statements
7-10

Knowledge
Statements
11-12

Total
Average
Rating
4.5
4.6
4.2
4.6
4.4

TABLE 15.--Average ratings for frequently used gift appliances
Performance

Appliance

Storage
Statements
1-3

4-6

7-10

Blender
Can Opener
Toaster
Hand Mixer
Frying Pan

4 .1
4.4
4.2
3.8
3.9

4.4
4.5
4.0
4.4
4.7

4. 2
4.2
4.2
4.5
4.4

4.3
4.3
4.5
4.6
4.6

4.1

4.4

4.3

4.5

Average

Design
Statements

Knowledge
Statements
11-12

Total
Average
Rating
4.3
4.4
4.4
4.3
4.4
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TABLE 16.--Average ratings for seldom or never used purchased
appliances

Appliance
Blender
Corn Popper
*Slow Cooker
Deep Fat Fryer
Electric Knife
Average

Storage
Statements
1-3

Performance
Statements
4- 6

4.4
2.9
5.0
3.7
4.1

4.1
2.9
5.0
3. 9
3.4

3.8
3.1
5.0
4.1
4.1

3.1
3.6
5.0
4. 6
3.7

4.0

3.9

4.0

4.0

Design
Statements
7-12

Knowledge
Statements
11-12

Total
Average
Rating
3.9
3.1
5.0
4.1
3.8

*Only one slow cooker was listed in this group of appliances and it
received a perfect rating.

TABLE 17.--Average ratings for seldom or never used gift appliances

Appliance
Blender
Corn Popper
Slow Cooker
Deep Fat Fryer
Electric Knife
Average

Storage
Statements
1-3

Performance
Statements
4-6

Design
Statements
7-12

Knowledge
Statements
11-12

3.4
3.4
3.7
3.2
4.0

3. 8
3.0
4.1
4.1
3.8

4.0
3.6
4.3
3. 2
4.2

3.3
3.8
3.4
3.9
3.8

3.5

3.8

3.8

3.6

Total
Average
Rating
3.6
3.5
3.9
3.6
4.6

The "T" test for the difference between means was used to determine if there was a significant difference between the average ratings
for the frequently used appliances and the average ratings for the
seldom or never used appliances.
Average ratings in all four categories for the frequently used
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appliances, both those that had been received as a gift and those
that had been purchased, were above 4.0.

The ratings of the purchased

appliances were slightly higher than those that were received as a
gift.

The appliance in the frequently used, purchased category with

the highest over-all rating was the electric frying pan.

In the

frequently used gift category the highest rating was also received
by the electric frying pan.
The seldom used, gift appliances received over-all ratings below
the seldom used, purchased appliances.

The lowest ratings in the

four groups of appliances were given to the seldom used, gift appliances.

The corn popper received the lowest rating for both the seldom

used, purchased and the seldom used, gift appliances.
The blender appeared as one of the top five appliances in the
frequently used and the seldom or never used groups of appliances.
Table 18 summarizes the ratings it received for all the variables.

TABLE 18.--Blender--average ratings
Storage
Statements

Performance
Statements

Design
Statements
p
G

Knowledge
Statements
p
G

P

G

P

G

Frequently
Used

4.2

4.1

4.6

4.4

4.6

4.2

4.4

4.3

Seldom or
Never Used

4.4

3.4

4.1

3.8

3.8

4.0

3.1

3.3

Total
Average
Rating

3. 7
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Hypothesis number two
Hypothesis two states that appliances with adequate and convenient
storage space will be used more often than appliances with inadequate
and inconvenient storage space.
The hypothesis could not be accepted.

There was no significant

difference between the average ratings on storage for the frequently
used appliances {4.1) and the seldom or never used appliances {3.8)
at the .05 level of significance.
Although the findings related to storage in the study were not
significant, frequently used appliances received higher ratings concerning storage than the seldom or never used appliances.

Dawson

{1960) found the accessibility of storage space directly influenced
the use of small appliances.
Hypothesis number three
Hypothesis three states that appliances that perform well will
be used more often than those which perform poorly.
The hypothesis could not be rejected.

There was a significant

difference between the average ratings for the frequently used appl i ances (4.5) and the seldom or never used appliances (3.8) at the .05
level.

The average performance ratings were higher for the frequently

used appliances both purchased and gift.

The highest performance

rating {4.5) was r eceived by the frequently used purchased appliances.
The seldom or never used gift appliances received the lowest rating
{3.8).
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These findings indicated that appliances that perform well will
be used more often than those that perform poorly.

In 1973 Mason and

Himes found that more than 89% of reported dissatisfaction with appliances was related to performance and affected usability.
Hypothesis four
Hypothesis four states that appliances with satisfactory design
features will be used more often than those with unsatisfactory design
features.
The hypothesis could not be rejected.

There was a significant

difference between the average ratings for the frequently used appliances (4.4) and the seldom or never used appliances (3.9) at the .OS
level.

The average ratings for design were higher for the frequently

used appliances, both purchased and gift.

The highest design rating

(4.5) was received by the frequently used purchased appliances and
the lowest rating (3.8) was received by the seldom or never used gift
appliances.
No studies were found which related design features of small
appliances to the amount of appliance use.
Hypothesis five
Hypothesis five states that appliances about which the homemaker
has adequate knowledge will be used more often than those about which
the homemaker knows little.
The hypothesis could not be rejected.

There was a significant

dj.fference between the average ratings for the frequently used

appliances (4.5) and the seldom or never used appliances (3.8) at the
.05 level.

The average ratings for knowledge were higher for the

frequently used appliances both purchased and gift than the seldom
or never used appliances.

The highest knowledge rating (4.6) was

received by the frequently used purchased appliances and the lowest
rating (3.6) was received by the seldom or never used gift appliances.
No studies were found which related the homemaker's knowledge
about the appliances to the amount of appliance use.
The average ratings for storage, performance, design, and knowledge were added together to obtain a total average rating for the
frequently used and the seldom or never used appliances.

There was a

significant difference between the total average rating received by
the frequently used appliances (4.4) and the seldom or never used
appliances (3 . 9) at the .05 level.
A chi square test was performed for each of the twelve statements
concerning storage, performance, design and knowledge.

The statements

were tested with regard to how the appliances were acquired, the amount
of appliances use, and the ratings the appliances were given for each
statement.
Statement 1.

Adequate and convenient storage space.

The ratings

for this statement were not significant in relation to the amount
of appliance use or the method of acquisition.
Statement 2.

Adequate and convenient electrical outlets.

The

ratings for this statement were not significant in relation to the
amount of use or method of acquisition.
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Statement 3.

Adequate and convenient counter space.

The ratings

for this statement were not significant in relation to the amount of
use o r method of acquisition.
St atement 4.

Performs its job well.

The ratings for this state-

ment were significant at the .01 level for frequently used, purchased
appliances and at the .05 level for the frequently used, gift applian ces .

Statement 5.

Can be used on many occasions.

The ratings for

this statement were significant at the . 01 level for the frequently
used purchased appliances and at the .05 level of the seldom or never
used gift appliances.
St atement 6.

Is in good working condition.

The ratings for this

statemen t were not significant in relation to amount of appliance
use or method of acquisition.
Statement 7.

Easy to put together .

The ratings for this state-

ment were significant at the .01 level for the frequently used gift
appliances and at the .05 level for the frequently used purchased
appliances.
Statement 8.

Easy to clean.

The ratings were significant at

the .01 level for the frequently used gift appliances and at the .01
level for the seldom or never used gift appliances.

The ratings were

also significant at the .05 level for the frequently used purchased
appliances.
Statement 9.

Has adequate safety features .

The ratings for

this statement were not significant in relat i on to amount of appliance use or method of acquisition.
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Statement 10.

Easy to handle.

The ratings for this statement

were significant at the .01 level for frequently used gift appliances.
Statement 11.

Has adequate instructions.

The ratings for this

statement were significant at the .05 level for the frequently used
gift appliances.
Statement 12 .

I know how to use it well.

The ratings for this

statement were significant at the .05 level for the seldom or never
used gift appliances.
Table 10 summarizes the significance levels each statement
received.
Appliances Listed as "Too Much Bother"
The homemakers could respond if they felt any of the small electrical kitchen appliances they owned were "too much bother."

The

homemakers listed the appliances and made written comments as to why
they felt the appliances were "too much bother."
into seven categories.

The comments fell

Appliances seemed to be "too much bother"

because (1) another method was preferred in place of the appliance,
(2) the re was no real need for the appliance, (3) storage space was
unsatis factory, (4) cleaning the appliance was difficult, (5) the
appliance performed unsatisfactorily, (6) using the appliance took
too much time, and (7) using the appliance was too expensive.
Other method
There were 31 responses which listed 15 appliances as too much
bother because another method was preferred.

The number of times each
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TABLE 19.--Cross tabulations--Chi Square significance levels

Statement
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Adequate and convenient
storage space
Adequate and convenient
electrical outlets
Adequate and convenient
counter space
Performs its job well
Can be used on many
occasions

6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.

Is in good working
condition
Easy to put together
Easy to clean
Has adequate safety
features
Easy to handle
Has adequate instructions
I know how to use it well

Frequently Used
Purchased Gift

Seldom or Never Used
Purchased
Gift

.3607

.4013

.3279

.1696

.1787

.4662

.3807

.2998

.4969
**.0111

.3950
*.0504

*.0322
.3845

.0703
.1456

**.0017

.3024

.2815

*.0248

.2992
*. 0242
*.0359

.8708
"*.0023
"*.0088

.3502
.0931
. 1724

.0531
.0525
"*.0060

.8081
.7496
.1080
.8707

.0357
**.0009
*.0217
. 1487

.1929
.0573
. 1170
.4784

. 3933
.0906
.2810
*.0285

*Significant at the .05 level.
** Significant at
the .01 level.

appliance was listed is indicated in parentheses.
were:

The appliances

electric can opener (5), electric knife (4), corn popper (4),

deep fat fryer (3), large mixer (3), electric frying pan (2), small
mixer (2), waffle iron, coffemaker, bag sealer, cooking plate, blender,
slow cooker, bun warmer, and hot dog cooker.

Some comments were

"Too used to using the stove top," and "faster to use hand method."

The method which replaces the appliance was stated as "easier, quicker,
more convenient, and more available."

45

There were 21 responses which listed 13 appliances as too much
bother because there was no need for the appliance.

Appliances listed

included electric frying pan (3), corn popper (3), waffle iron (2),
warming tray (2), deep fat fryer (2), coffeemaker (2), electric knife,
blender, larger mixer, egg cooker, toaster oven, broiler, and bun
warmer.

Some comments were "only two living at home," "no need for

it in present stage of life," "I forget I have it," "too small for
family," "duplicates other appliances," and "only used for company."
Storage
There were 18 responses which listed 10 appliances as too much
bother because storage space was unsatisfactory .
listed were:

The appliances

Can opener (4) , ele c tric frying pan (3), blender (2),

bun warmer (2), warming tray (2), electric knife, corn popper, large
mixer, salad maker, and broiler .

Some connnents were "use doesn't

warrant more convenient place," "bulky, 11 "not handy," "lack of counter
space," "stored downstairs," and "out of the way."

Cleaning
The re were 15 responses which lis ted 9 appliances as too much
bother because cleaning the appliance was difficult.

The appliances

listed included slow cooker (3), deep fat fryer (2), can opener (2),
blender (2), electric f rying pan (2), corn popper, waffle iron/grill,
bacon cooker, and electric ice c ream freezer.
11

gums up eas ily,'' "non-imme rsible ,

clean."

11

11

Some comments were

messy~" and "too much trouble to
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Performance
There were 12 responses which listed 6 appliances as too much
bother because the appliance performance was unsatisfactory.

Appli-

ances listed were can opener (4), corn popper (2), slow cooker (2),
blender (2), hamburger cooker and deep fat fryer.
11

never did work right," "inferior product,

11

11

Some comments were

too much preparation,"

"product doesn't taste right," and "doesn't work well."

Three appliances were listed as too much bother because using
the appliance took too much time .

These appliances were electric

knife, wheat grinder, and waffle iron.

Comments were "too much time

to get out," and "too slow."

Expense

There were three responses whi ch listed two appliances as too
much bother because they were too expensive to use.

These appliances

were deep fat fryer (2) and electric ice cream freezer .
comments were made in this category .

No additional

47

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

This study was designed to investigate some possible reasons for
the amount of use small electrical kitchen appliances receive.

The

purpose was to relate areas of satisfaction or dissatisfaction to the
amount of use appliances receive.
The sample consisted of 123 homemakers living in Cache and Weber
counties in Utah.

The data collection instrument was a five-page

self-administered questionnaire.
Four objectives were developed and from these the following
conclusions may be drawn:
1.

To determine which appliances are commonly owned.

The ten

appliances most commonly owned in this study were toaster, blender,
electric frying pan, electric hand mixer, electric can opener, electric corn popper, electric slow cooker, electric knife, waffle iron
with grill, and standard large mixer.
2.

To determine the total and average number of appliances

owned by the homemakers.

The total number of appliances for the 123

homemakers was 1,320 which is an average of 10.7 appliances per
homemaker.
3.

To determine which appliances were being used frequently and

which were being used seldom or never.

The five appliances listed

most often as frequently used were the toaster, electric hand mixer,
electric frying pan, blender, and electric can opener.

The five

appliances listed most often as seldom or never used were the electric
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corn popper, electric knife, deep fat fryer, electric slow cooker
and blender.
4.

To determine some factors which influence the amount of use

appliances receive.

To achieve this objective, five hypotheses were

formulated and tested.

With the exception of the first hypothesis,

all were tested using the T test for the difference between means.
Hypothesis 1:

Appliances purchased by the homemaker will be used

more often than those received as a gift.
be rejected.

The hypothesis could not

There was a significant difference between the amount

of use of the purchased appliances and the gift appliances at the .01
level.

Sixty-four percent of the purchased appliances were used

frequently compared to 53% of the gift appliances.
Hypothesis 2:

Appliances with adequate and convenient storage

space will be used more often than appliances with inadequate and
inconvenient storage space.

The hypothesis could not be accepted.

There was no significant difference between the storage ratings for
the frequently used and the seldom or never used appliances at the .05
level.

The convenience and adequacy of storage space did not seem to

influence the amount of appliance use significantly .
Hypothesis 3:

Appliances that perform well will be used more

often than those that perform poorly.
rejected.

The hypothesis could not be

There was a significant differen ce between the performance

ratings for the frequently used and the seldom or never used appliances at the .05 level.

Satisfaction or dissatisfaction with perform-

ance did seem to influen ce the amount of appliance use.
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Hypothesis 4:

Appliances with satisfactory design features will

be used more often than those with unsatisfactory design features.
hypothesis could not be rejected.

The

There was a significant difference

between the design ratings for the frequently used and the seldom or
never used appliances at the .05 level.

Satisfaction or dissatisfaction

with design features did seem to influence the amount of appliance use.
Hypothesis 5:

Appliances about which the homemaker has adequate

knowledge will be used more often than those about which the homemaker knows little.

The hypothesis could not be rejected.

There was

a significant difference between the knowledge ratings for the frequently used and seldom or never used appliances at the .05 level.

The

amount of knowledge the homemaker had about the appliance did seem to
influence the amount of appliance use.
Recommendations
It is recommended that further research be conducted concerning
the use of small electrical kitchen appliances considering the following factors:

1.

This research studied functional variables in relation to

appliance ownership and use.

Further research should study ownership

and use in relation to demographic variables such as age, occupation,
income, employment of homemaker, number and age of children at home,
etc.
2.

Further research should examine how the frequency of use

affects how useful appliances are considered to be.

Are single use
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appliances considered to be as useful as those which can be used for
multiple occasions or purposes?
3.

Does the homemaker's knowledge about the appliance and its

poss i ble uses affect the frequency of use or does frequency of use
affe ct the homemaker's knowledge of the appliance?
4.

Separate studies should be conducted in the areas of storage,

performance, design, and knowledge as they r e late to appliance use.
A study in each area would give more depth.
5.

In this study the method of acquisition was determined for

a limited number of appliances.

The method of acquisition should

be determined fo r all the appliances.
6.

The study should be conducted in other geographical loc ations

to determine if the same appliances would be the most frequently used
and the most s eldom used.
7.

More research could be conducted to determine why the blender

was listed as a f requentl y used appliance in some cases and a seldom
or never used appliance in other cas es.
8.

Further study could help determine why small electrical

kitchen appliances seem to be popular gift items when they are seldom
used.
9.

It would be useful to learn if the results would have been

the same if open end questions were used for the homemakers to express
their satisfaction or dissatisfac tion with the appliances they owned
instead of using predetermined statements.
10.

Further re s earch is needed to determine if the results would
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be the same for other gmall appliances such as personal care appliances, home care appliances, and yard care appliances.
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Appendix A
Rating Received for Satisfaction
St a t ements

STATEMENT NO. 1

Adequate and Convenient Storaee Space
Poor
:Jo .
13.
3. 5
17.1
63

r'requent.ly Used
Se1jn:n or Ne ver Used

Fair
~
6. 8
25
56
15 . 2

~·!o

•

A v e r a~ e

No .
61
68

"'I '

16 . 5
13 . 4

N. A.

Ver:t. r1ood
%
!·!o .
82
22 . 2
19.2
71

F..x:cellent
l•:o .
a:
160
43 . 4
62 16. 8

Ver:t. Good
%
No .
18 . 7
69
lEl . 7
69

Excellent
't
llo .
216
58 . 5
11.6
39.6

No .
20
50

Vei'l' G,nd
d
No .

19." 5
14. 6

Excellent
No.
%
165
44 .7
90 24 .4

No .
23
63

Ver;y Gnod
No.
~
80
21.7
81
27 .o

Excellent
No .
%
2Ll
65 . 3
132
35 . 8

lin .

23
49

.,,;;.o.

13 .3

Adeouate a"'"ld Convenient Electrical Outlets
Fai:-

Poor
Frequently Used
Se l <.l om nr lJever Used

STA'IT:::-S:!T fJO . J

Ho .

%

l2

3.3
5.1

19

No .
18
33

4.9
!'. .9

Averaf'.e
No.
9. 2
34
52
14.1

N.A .

1

5. 4
13 . 6

Ade9uate a!1d C"nvenient Counte r Snac e
Fai r

Poo:Used
Seldom or Neve r Used
Fregue~tly

STATI:l1E'1'!' NO. 4

12

No.
23
40

,..

6.2
10. 8

No.
31
61

%
8 .4
16 . 5

Averar>.e
No .
%
14. 9
55
61 16 . 5

72
54

N . A. ·
d
I"

6 .2
17.1

Perfor ms i t 1 s Job \'!ell
Fair

Poor
__l:Lo_. _ _,,_

Freq uent ly Used
Sel:iom or Nev er Used

2
24

.5
6. 5

No .
9
27

%

2. 4
7. 3

No.
34
58

%
9. 2
15 . 7.

N. A.

.JiQ. .:::=f:
3
.8
47
12.7

S'l'ATE!:s!'!T 110.

Can Be Used on !.fany Occasions

No.
Frequently Used

3
52

Seldf)m nr Never Used

Poor
~

Is in Good

No.

.8

ll

14.1

66

~Jnrkinf'

Fair
~

Freouently Used

STATi':!!E!'IT NO. 7

Eas~

t--~o ~

'{

No

4
13

1.1
3.5

14
16

FE.ir
'!:

Pnnr

STA Tl::TE:t:'f

~!0.

8

3
7

70
61

19.0
16.5

Excell"ent
<1,
No.

222
66

60.2
17.9

N.A

"

No,

16

C?.

4.3
14.9

55

3.8
4.3

Avera~e

No.

24
44

:il

6.5
11.9

Ver:t. Good
<!,
No.

Excellent
'f,
No.

72
78

249
172

19.5
21.1

67.5
46.6

N.A.
No.
~

6
46

1.6

12.5

%
.8
1.9

Fair

5

"1::
1.4

ll

3.0

No.

Averar!.e

!lo.

20
45

%

5.4
12.2

Vcr:t. Good
~
No

51
80

13.8
21.7

E..'<cellcr.t
<#,
N0.

No

215
152

75
74

58.3
41.2

~:.

t..

1
20.3
20.1

Eas:t. to Clean
P'lnr
He.

Frequently Used
Seldom 'lr Never Used

12.7
18.7

Ve1:;y 0ood
X
No.

tn Put Together

::to.
FrFquently Used
Seldom nr !lever Used

47
69

~

Cnnditinn

Ponr
Seldom nr Never Used

3.0
17.9

Avera~e

No.

12
30

%
3.3
S.l

No.

23
46

Fair
%

6.2
12.5

Averaf7e

No.

77
58

"'<!!
20.9
15.7

Ver:t. Gnod
No.
~

79
62

2l.Ll

16.8

Excellent
a'
No.
C?.

169
120

45.8
32.5

N.A.
No.

9
53

"'<!!

2.4
14.4

\.n

"'

STATE\IENT llO .

2

Has Adenu at e Saf'et:t: Features

No .
Frequently Used
Selct~m or Never Used

ST'T!:::<r:l!T ilO. 10

Poor
%

Fair
~

2.2
4.9

3

.8

s

7

1.9

18

llo.
2
12

Frequently Used
Seldom or Never Used

Fair
~

~

ll . 9
16.5

.5
3.3

Averaf'e

~

No.
5
23

Verz: Good
No .
%
26 . 0
96
85
23 .o

Excellent
'[.
Nc .
193
52 . 3
36 . 0
133

Ver• Gnnd
No.
;;
.100 27 . 1
22 . 5
83

Excellen t
No .
"[
217
5B . 8
122
33.1

VerJl G,-,od
~
No .
91
24.7
88
23 . 8

Excell ent
%
No .
224
60 . 7
145
39 . 3

Ver:t. Gnod
'to
No.
95
25 . 7
82
22 . 2

Excellent
No .
%
64 . 2
237
114
30 . 9

N. A.
tlo
~
6.8.
25
17 . 6
65

1.4
6.2

~o.

39
80

~
10. 6
21.7

N.h .
%

No.

6

1.6
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13.3

!las Adecuate Instructions
Fair

Poor
Freque'!tly Used
Seldom or Never Used

ST.:.TF.~lF:NT

No .
44
61

Eas

Pn,-,r

ST:.TF.1fi'. :lT NO. 11

Ave":"aae

elo.

NO . 12

No .
5
11

o/.:

1.4

J.O

No.
2
12

.5
3.3

No .
35
65

~

9.5
17 . 6

N. A·.
No ,

d

_.;;

3 .3
13 , 0

l2

48

I Knnw flaw to Use It Well
Pnor

Frequently Used
Seldom or Never Used

AveraP.:e

~

No.
3
42

Avera~e

Fair

~

,8
11 . 4

No.
5
23

%
1.4
6.2

No .
24
64

;;
12

6.5
17 . 3

N. A.
No,
5
44

;;
~

1.4
11.9

'-"

"'
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Appendix B
Appliances Listed as "Too Much Bother"
(Including Explanations)
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Appliances Listed as "Too Much Bother"
PREFER ANOTIIER METIIOD
can opener

-it doesn't open a can as easily as a hand can opener.
-it's not too much bother to use but we use a manual
can opener to save electricity.
popcorn popper -it is too slow and I feel it pops better over the
stove in a pan.
-it is easier for me to use a heavy pan on the stove.
-easier to use pan on top of stove .
-like my wire one better.
electric knife -faster to use regular knife.
-other knives are more easily available.
-use other knives but find this convenient for carving
turkeys and cutting warm bread.
··can cut better •dth a regular knife.
standard large mixer -hand mixer does the job more conveniently.
-I don't use it since I got my hand mixer.
deep fat fryer -you have to use too much oil to fill it and it is
easier for me to just use a frying pan for my
deep fat frying.
-I would just as s oon use a pan on the stove.
electric hand mixer -a manual hand mixer will whip cream (small
amount) just a quick without assembling.
waffle iron
-like waffle s but it is easier to get pan out for
pancakes.
coffeemaker
-using instant coffee is easier.
seal-a-meal
-use other methods of storing leftovers I like more.
electric cooking plate -use stove.
hot dog cooker -is a bother, easier to boil them for cleanup.
DOES NOT FILL A NEED
popcorn popper

waffle iron
deep fat fryer
coffeemaker
electric knife

-my husband and I don't like popcorn very much.
-we don't like popcorn that much, the chf.ldren do and
when they come home they get it out, especially
at Christmas.
-don't make popcorn much.
-with only two of us and frequently only me at home
I prepare very simple meals.
-never use, don't like waffles.
-just don't deep fat fry foods.
-use only for scalding tomatoes and peaches when
canning.
-never use it, can't make good coffee.
1
-don t make coffee any more.
-I don't have any need for it.
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-with only two of us and frequently only me at home
I prepare very simple meals.
standard large mixer -with only two of us and frequently only me at
home I prepare very simple meals.
warming tray
-use only when having company.
egg cooker
-forget I have it.
toaster oven
-too small for my family.

LACK OF STORAGE SPACE
frying pan
-too hard to get out of cupboard.
broiler
-too hard to get out of cupboard.
~c can opener -don't leave enough space to keep it out on
cabinet.
-takes too much space on counter.
blender
-this particular model is bulky and hard to store.
-stored where it is too much bother to get down.
-too much trouble to take out for daily use. The cord
warming tray
is not long enough to re8r.h an outlet in the
dining room.
popcorn popper -stored in an inconvenient place because limited storage doesn't warrant a better place.
electric salad maker -I don't have much cabinet space.
broiler
-too hard to get out of cupboard.

DIFFICULT TO CLEAN
deep fat fryer -rarely use because it's messy to clean.
waffle iron/grill -too much trouble to flip grids over and clean.
bacon cooker
-washing and keeping clean after use.
blender
-too much bother to clean.
can opener
-problem of keeping it clean after use.
-sits idle, gums up so easily even with cleaning.
slow cooker
-messy to clean.

PERFORMANCE
popcorn popper

-love popcorn, but it just doesn't taste right.
-makes popcorn poorly, always burns on bottom.
hamburger cooker -can only make one at a time.
deep fat fryer -splatters grease too badly.
can opener
-has never worked properly, had repaired and still
no luck.
-never did work right.
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electric knife
wheat grinder
waffle iron

-I just don't take time to get it out.
-too slow in grinding wheat, takes 1 hour to grind
about 2 cups.
-use about once a month because it takes too much time.

deep fat fryer

-grease too expensive.
Multiple Reasons for Listing Appliances
as "Too Much Bother"

STORAGE, OTHER METHOD
frying pan
-other utensils are more easily available.
STORAGE, NEED
-have used it more often at other stages in my life,
frying pan
but don't feel any need for it currently, plus
inadequate storage to keep it handy .
CLEANING, OTHER METHOD
deep fat fryer -too difficult to clean, easier to use frypan.
frying pan
-a bother to clean, easier to use stove top pan.
CLEANING, EXPENSE
ice cream freezer -difficult to clean, expensive.
CLEANING, PERFORMANCE
slow cooker
-makes everything taste the same, non-immersible, therefore difficult to clean.
-most of the time I use a mixer because I don't like
washing the blender and it doesn't work well.
PERFORMANCE, OTHER METHOD
-every time I use it whatever I want chopped such as
onion, get stuck under the blades, and is pureed,
what doesn't get caught isn't chopped small
enough . Then you have to take the whole thing
apart and wash it. Easier to use a knife.
slow cooker
-I have only had unsatisfactory use, it didn't really
cook my food well done. I have 2 other brands
however, which proved satisfactory. One factor
I dislike is too much preparation before you
cook, time needs to be just right, oven has timer
and I can cook a full meal--meat, vegetable, and
a dessert in the oven. I probably should learn
to use it more.

can opener

-they don't keep a can up, even when held it slips.
Much quicker to use a non-electric.
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STORAGE, OTHER METHOD
large mixer
-easier to use hand mixer and this mixer is stored
downstairs.
electric bun warmer -it's in a hard to get at place and it's easier
to stick things in the oven to keep warm. (My
oven is small, heats quickly and had less space
to heat up.)
CLEANING, KNOWLEDGE
frying pan and -get very little use, mostly because I'm unaccustomed
slow cooker
to using them, partly because I don't like
cleaning them.
STORAGE , OTHER METHOD, PERFORMANCE
can opener
- takes too much counter space for the use. Would
rather use a good heavy duty hand operated one.
Besides it doesn't work well.
STORAGE, NEED
bunwarmer,
-these duplicate other appliances I am already using,
warming tray,
also I don't have enough counter space to plug
frying pan
more than one in at a time.
Miscellaneous Comments
I really don't feel that any of my appliances are too much bother to
use, but I just don't have the storage space I need for them.
Several of the appliances were gifts and I've never used them.
I'm too used to using my stove top.

Also

Storage space is the reason most aren't used often.
fondue pot--I don't find any good sounding recipes.
hot

and deep fat fryer--(were listed as too much bother
but no reason was given)

d~cooker

electric can opener--I leave it on the counter all the time. For
older people whose fingers are getting stiff it is a God send.
toaster--! leave it on the counter all the time, it doesn't pop up
when it should. I can tell by a sound that the toast is ready.
If I were deaf the toast would always burn.
frying pan--mostly I leave it on the counter, the plug-in part is
coming apart, needs to be fixed.
blender--purchased with green stamps, adequate counter space if I
--------wanted to use it. Could be used on many occasions if I wanted to.

standard large mixer--adequate counter space when I want to use it.
Mostly I used to use it for quick mix cakes . I still lift off
the beaters and use it for 7 minute icing 2-3 times a year.
electric coffeemaker--my husband gave it to me but he got it with
stamps. Adequate couoter space if I wanted to use it. I guess
the real reason I don't use it is because it's so seldom we need
that much coffee and I don't want to buy the ground coffee and
have it go stale over time.

66

Appendix C
Data Collection Instrument Questionnaire
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Please fill in the following descriotive infonnatton:
Your birthdate _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

Husband's occupation._ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
I{Uilber of children

livin~

at home _ _ _ .

Please circle the tot.al years
you have CO"lpleted.:

or

Please circle the lev~l or
annual inCO:fte for your f~mily:
a, less than
000
b. $5,000 - 9,909
c. $10,000 - 14,999
d. ,15,000 - 19,999
•• $20,000 - 24,999
t. $25,000 - 29,999
r;. t)O,OOO or above

<s,

Your occupation._ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

~dueation

1 2 ) 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 11 14 15 16 more
Elem,
Secondary
College

·Pleaso read throu~h the following list of aopliances and circle
those you have in your homa. In the spaces provided please write in
any small electrical food preparation appliances you own which are
not on the 11 st.
1.
2.

).
4.
5.

6.
1.
B.

9.
10 .
11.
12,
1).

14,
15.

Blender
Multi-Appliance Center
(mixer, blP.nder, juicer , ~rinder)
Electric Can Opener
Toaster
Tooster Oven (bakes and broils)
Broiler (broils and too brovns)
Electric H ~nd Mix~r
Standard Larl':e Mixer

Electric
Electric
Electric
Electric
Electric
Electric
Electric

Hot Dog Cooker
Bun \.fanner
Corfee Ma ker
Cron Popp<!r
Fondue Pot
Egg Cooker
Bread Mixer

16.
17.
18.
19.
20,
21.
2'.
2).
24.

25.

Electric Whoat Grind•r
Electric Ice Cr.,. am FrAPZer
Electric Fryin~ i'an
Waffle Iron
Waffle Iron wtth Gdll
El•ctric Slov Coo ker (Crockoot)
Deep Fat Frver
Electric Casserole
Electric Roast~r ( turk!!y size)
Electric Knife

26.

ElP.ctric H;:jrrtburF,~r Cookr;!r

2?.
28.
29.
)0,

Electric

Warmin~

T;·ay

It you feel any of the appliances you own are simpl v "too much
bother to use" please list these appliances below and e~lain why you
roel this way.
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pa~e,

Ia the spaces provided on this and the followinF.
appliances which you own and use most freouentlv.

please list

Indicate in t he

bo.z whether you purchased the appliance or received it as a

aporopri~te

~1ft.

Below the blank there are 12 statements related to storaP.e, desirn,

and. performance of each appliance
the appliances.

and your

Please rate how well each

knowled~e
statem~nt

about how to use
applies to the

appliances you have listed using the following scale:
)-Avera~e,

5-Excellent, 4-Very Good,
Please circle the

NA

at

t ~e

2-Fair, 1-Poor

riP.ht of any statement which does

not ~pply to that appliance.

(Appliance Used Frequently)

D
0

Pureh<~sed.

Gift

Excellent

1.

Adequate and

2.

Adequote and convenient electrical outlets

).

Adequate and convenient c::ounter

convenient storage space

sp:~ce

5

5

• IJ

Poor
1

NA

4

1

NA

4

NA

4.

Performs it'• .Job well

4

NA

5.

Can be used on many occasions

4

NA

6.

Is in A: DOd workinR: condi li nn

4

NA

NA

?.

Easy to put together

5

4

6.

Easy to clean

5

4

9.

Haa adequate safety features .

5.

4

NA
2

NA

10.

E•s:r to handle

4

NA

11.

Has adequate instructions

4

NA

12.

I know how to use it well

4

NA
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0
(.Appliance· Used Frequently)

1.

Adequate and convenient

2,
),

st ora~e

0

Purchased
Gift

!xcelle~t

Poor
4

1

NA

Adoquate and c:onvenient electrical outlets

4

1

NA

Adequato and

4

space

5

convenient counter s pace

2

NA

4

NA

5·

Can be used on many occasions

4

NA

6.

Is in

4

?.

Easy to put together

4

8.

Easy to clean

4

NA

9.

Has adequate safety features

4

NA

4. ' Perfonss it's job well

~ood workin~:

condition

.s

2

NA
NA

4

10.

Easy to ha ndle

11.

Has adequate inStruct i ons

4

HI:

12.

I know how to use it well

4

NA

(Appliance Used Fr equently)

D

Purcha sed

0

Gift

1

Excellent

1.

Adequate and convenient

2.

Adequate and convenient electrical outlets

s tora ~e

space

),

Adequa t e and convenient counter space

4.

Performs it's job well

s.

Can be used on -rany occas1 ons

5

5

4
4

2

4

2

NA

1.

NA
NA
NA

4

6.

Is in good working condition
Easy to put together

4

8,

Easy to clean

4

5·

Poor
1

4

?.

4

NA

1
2

NA
NA
NA

1

NA

Has adeq uate safety fea tures

4

NA

10,

Easy to handle

4

NA

ll.

Ras

4

NA

12.

I know how to use it wall

4

NA

9.

adequate instructions
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In the spaces provided on this and the followin-.
appliances which you own and usa seldom or never.

pa~e,

Indicate in the appropriate

box whether you purchased the appliance or received i t as a
A!&1n,

please list

~Ht.

please rate how well the 12 statements awly to the appliances

you have listed using the following scale:
5-Excellent, 4-Very
Please circle the

NA

G~od,

at the

J-Avera~e,
ri~ht

2-Fa:ir, 1-Poor

of any statement which does

not apply to that appliance,

(Appliance Used SeldoM or Never)

0
0

Purchased

Gift

Excellent

5

Adequate and convenient 'torage

2.

Adequate and convenient electrical outle ts

4

J,

Adequate 2nd convenient counter space

4

sp~ce

Poor
l

4

1.

NA
NA

2

NA

4,

Perfonu it's job well

5.

Can be used on many occasions

"4

6.

Is is good

workin~

4

NA

4

NA

7· Easy to put

4

condl tion

to~ether

NA
l ·

NA

B.

Easy to clean

4

NA

9.

Has adequate safety features

4

NA

5.

4

NA

11. · Has adequate instructions

4

NA

12.

4

NA

10.

Easy to handl•

I know how to use it well
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(Appliance U~ed Seldom or Never)

0

Pu"c~•sed

0

Girt
Poor
1

Excellent
l.

Adequate and convenient stor.age space

2.

Adequate and convenient electrical outlets

4

).

Adequate and convenient crunter space

4

5

4

4. ,ferforms it's job well

4

5. Can

4

be used on many occasions

6,

Is in

?.

Easy to put together

4

B.

Easy to clean

4

9.

~ood

working condition

NA

2

NA

2

IIA

NA

NA

4

2

NA
NA

2

NA

Has ;.dequat.e safety features

4

NA

10.

Easy to handle

4

NA

11.

Has adequate ins.tructions

4

12.

I know how to use i t well

4

(Appliance Used Seldom or Never)

0
0

2

NA
IIA

Pur~hased

Gift

1.

Adequate and convenient storaP.:e space

4

2.

Adequate and convenient electrical outlets

4

).

Adequate and convenient counter .space

4

NA

4.

Performs 1t • s job well

4

NA

5.

Can be used on many occasions

4

NA

NA

J

2

NA

6.

Is in good working; condi ti ()n

4

IIA

?.

Easy to put toRether

4

NA

8.

Easy to clean

4

NA

Has adequate safety features

4

NA

10.

Easy to handle

4

NA

11.

Has adequate instructi:>r:s

4

12.

I know how to use 1 t well

4

9.

.2

NA

NA
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